The intent of the present study is to investigate the current English language learning strategies employed by English majors enrolled at Çanakkale Onsekiz Mart University in Turkey. The study also aims at exploring the relationship between preferred language strategies, gender, proficiency, and self-efficacy beliefs. For this purpose, a questionnaire was administered to 140 participants in the department of English Language Teaching. The results of this study showed that the highest rank (79.4%) was for Compensation strategies while the lowest (63.8%) was for Affective strategies. The results also pointed to significant differences for the strategies in favour of good learners.
Introduction
As research indicates, the frequent use of learning strategies in language classroom turns out to be a significant factor in the success of EFL learners, which may contribute to further aspects involved in second language acquisition. In particular, one focus of research in the area of EFL is concerned with the investigation of the relationship between language learning strategies and other aspects (e.g., age, gender, proficiency, self-efficacy) that are considered to have an influence on the process of acquisition. In this context, exploring the Turkish students' perceptions of their individual learning strategies and the relationship between these and other aspects involved enables one to make invaluable predictions about teaching and assessment practices in classrooms. Thus, the current study has been undertaken in a Turkish context in response to the call made by Oxford (1993) for more language strategy research with students from different cultural backgrounds.
The term language learning strategy has been highlighted by a number of researchers. Rubin (1987, p. 19 ) define learning strategies as "... any sets of operations, steps, plans, routines used by the learner to facilitate the obtaining, storage, retrieval, and use of information." Richards and Platt (1992, p. 209) state that learning strategies are "intentional behaviour and thoughts used by learners during learning so as to better help them understand, learn, or remember new information." Oxford (1990, p.166) , one of the first to undertake research in this area, describes language learning strategies as techniques consciously used by learners to improve their progress in acquiring, storing, retaining, and using information in second or foreign language.
The value attributed to language learning strategies is reflected in the several different ways they have been classified. O'Malley et al (1985a, p. 582-584) categorized strategies into metacognitive, cognitive and socioaffective. They found that most importance was given to the metacognitive strategies (i.e., those that have planning, directing or monitoring). Oxford (1989) in her Strategies Inventory for Language Learning (SILL) emphasized six categories namely: Memory strategies (e.g., grouping, representing sounds in memory), cognitive strategies (e.g., repeating, analyzing, getting the idea quickly and taking notes), compensation strategies (e.g., switching to the mother tongue, using other clues), metacognitive strategies (e.g., linking new information with already known one, self-monitoring), affective strategies (lowering anxiety by use of music, encouraging oneself and discussing feelings with others) and social strategies (asking for clarification, cooperating with others and developing cultural understanding). Rubin (1987) also classified strategies in terms of processes contributing directly or indirectly to language learning. In addition, many other researchers studied strategies employed by language learners during the process of foreign language learning.
The present study has been undertaken on the basis of Oxford's classification because it is comprehensive, detailed and systematic (Vidal, 2002) . Moreover, it is reliable and valid across many cultural groups, and it links with each of the four language skills of listening, reading, speaking and writing (Oxford and Burry-Stock, 1995) . Given the university settings of the current study, these links are viewed as being of particular relevance.
The use of language learning strategies is consistently linked with language proficiency (Green & Oxford, 1995; Wharton, 2000) . In general, it is agreed that using language learning strategies has a positive impact on language proficiency. Apparently, good language learners orchestrate and combine their use of particular types of strategies in effective ways (O'Malley & Chamot, 1990) Apart from language proficiency, as research has shown, there are other factors that exert influence on the strategies that the language learners select and use. For instance, gender was one factor that has been explored by a number of researchers. In language learning strategy studies involving gender, efforts have been made to investigate the strategies used by males and females and 'the sex difference findings to date show that in typical language learning situations females use significantly more learning strategies than males and use them more often' (Oxford 1989, p. 239) .
The other component linked to language learning strategies is self-efficacy beliefs defined as 'people's judgement of their capabilities to organise and execute courses of action required to attain designated types of performances' (Bandura & Schunk, 1981, p. 31) . Bandura (1984) indicates that students' judgements of their capability to perform academic tasks, namely, their self-efficacy beliefs, predict their capability to accomplish such tasks. Further, it has been observed that highly efficacious students are confident about what they can achieve; set themselves challenges and are committed to accomplishing them; work harder to avoid failure (Ching, 2002) .
Based on the research discussed above, gender, language proficiency and self-efficacy beliefs appear to be three significant variables related to ELT learners' language learning strategies. Hence, the study examined the relationship between language learning strategies, gender, proficiency, and self-efficacy beliefs in ELT classroom. For this purpose, the following questions were addressed in the current research:
1. What are the language learning strategies that are most frequently used by Turkish EFL majors at Çanakkale Onsekiz Mart University in Turkey? 2. Is there a significant difference in strategy use due to gender? 3. Is there a significant difference in strategy use due to language proficiency as reflected by two variables: students' university average and language self-efficacy beliefs (i.e., how good learners perceive themselves to be in English).
Method

Participants
The population of students majoring in English at the time of the study was 160 students. The total number of the students during the distribution of the questionnaire was 140 students. The 140 students who participated in this study were all English majors enrolled at Çanakkale Onsekiz Mart University in Turkey. There were 23 males and 117 females. All the subjects were to complete 80 credit hours as part of their Bachelor Degree's requirements in the department of English Language Teaching. In addition, the subjects were asked to report on their university cumulative average of the English courses they have taken up to the point of completing the questionnaire in order to assess their actual progress in English. The averages were classified as follows: 3.5-4.0=good, 2.5-3.4=fair, and less than 2.5=poor, taking into consideration that the passing average is nearly 2.5 over 4.0. As a measure to language self efficacy, the students were asked to rate themselves on a scale from one to three to indicate how successful they perceived themselves to be in English 1=good, 2=fair, 3=poor. Supposedly, students who report that they are successful also agree with the assumption that their performance is high due to the use of learning strategies.
Instrument
In order to collect information on strategy use, Oxford's (1990) 50-item Strategy Inventory for Language Learning (SILL, version 7.0) was adapted for the study. The SILL was developed by Rebecca Oxford (1990a) as an instrument for assessing the frequency of use of language learning strategies by students. It appears that SILL is the 'most often used strategy scale around the world', and the only language learning strategy instrument that has been checked for reliability and validated in multiple ways (Oxford & Burry-Stock, 1995) .
The 50 items in the SILL comprise 6 categories: Memory, Cognitive, Compensation, Metacognitive, Affective, and Social strategies. The SILL uses a 5-point Likert scale for which the learners are guided to respond to a strategy description such as 'I try not to translate word-for-word', and the criteria used for evaluating the degree of strategy use frequency are: low frequency use (1.0-2.49), moderate frequency use (2.5-3.49), and high frequency use (3.5-5.0).
Data elicited from students' responses to each item in the SILL were analyzed using SPSS. The questionnaires were given out during students' regular English classes in the fall semester, 2008. In this study the SILL questionnaire had an alpha reliability coefficient of 0.84. The ANOVA test was used to determine significant variation in mean strategy use by gender, proficiency and self-efficacy. In addition, Tukey test was used to determine specific differences across all the six SILL categories by gender, proficiency and self-efficacy.
Findings
Results of the first question: What are the most frequently used strategies?
On the basis of the results of strategy analysis on items, six strategy groups were identified. Table 1 presents rank ordering of the strategies according to their frequency of usage as follows: The descriptive statistics for the total score with respect to overall strategy use (M=3.54) indicate that the participants are high strategy users. It is apparent that students reported having, respectively, high to medium proficiency of use of each of the six categories with mean statistics ranging between M=3.97 and M=3.19. The means and percentages of table 2 show that Compensation strategies have the highest mean (3.97) which indicates a high use of Compensation strategies followed by Metacognitive, Cognitive, Social and Memory, while Affective strategies ranked the lowest mean (3.19). More specifically, the emerging picture is that all the students indicated a preference for more compensation, metacognitive and cognitive strategies and fewer social, memory and affective strategies. Results of the second question: Is there a significant difference between strategy use and gender?
In response to the question on the significant differences at (p=.05) in strategy use according to gender variable, the computed T. value on all strategies were respectively (.11, .70, .40, .73, .02, .47). As illustrated in table 2, the strategies that showed significant differences were only Affective strategies. The results indicated that there were significant differences between means of Affective strategies according to gender in favour of females. Such a result explicitly demonstrated that females reported more frequent affective strategies than males did. This finding is consistent with the previous research results (Dreyer and Oxford, 1996; Ehrman and Oxford, 1989 ) which also favoured females as more frequent users of strategies in comparison with those of males. Results related to the third question: Is there any significant difference between strategy use and proficiency? Language proficiency was examined as reflected by two individual variables: university average and self-efficacy. University Average The students were classified into three groups according to their University general point averages; those whose averages were between 3.5-4.0 (good) and those whose averages were between 2.5-3.4 (fair) and those whose averages were lower than 2.5 (poor).
All these values and strategy means displayed in table 3 indicate that there are no significant differences at (p=.05) in strategy use due to the students' university average. In other words, the students' university averages have no strong effect on students' strategy use to a large extent. The ANOVA (F) test indicated that there were no significant differences for all strategies except for Affective strategies. To determine the significant differences in strategies according to university average, Tukey test was used. The result of Tukey test showed that there is a significant difference at (p=.05) on Affective strategies between good and poor in favour of good. However, there is no significant difference between good and fair, and fair and poor. Such a result indicates that good students use Affective strategies more frequently in order to encourage themselves to store and retrieve information, and lower their anxiety. 
Self-efficacy
As suggested by Schunk (1985, p. 208) , self-efficacy refers to personal judgements of performance capabilities in a given domain of activities. Research findings suggest that learners' self-efficacy beliefs were strongly related to their use of all types of learning strategies (Yang, 1999; Pape and Wang, 2003, Fincham and Cain, 1986) .
As a measure of self-efficacy in this study, the subjects were asked to rate how successful they perceived themselves to be in English. The subjects' self-efficacy beliefs were measured in three ways: good, fair and poor. Table 4 shows the strategy means according to self-efficacy. In order to determine the differences in strategy use according to self-efficacy, ANOVA (F) test was used. The ANOVA (F) test indicated that there were no significant differences for all strategies except for Cognitive strategies, Compensation strategies and Metacognitive strategies. To determine the significant differences in strategies according to self-efficacy, Tukey test was used.
The result of Tukey test showed that there is a significant difference at (p=.05) on Cognitive strategies between good and poor in favour of good, and also between fair and poor in favour of fair while there is no significant difference between good and fair. With regard to Compensation strategies, a significant difference was found between good and poor in favour of good, and between fair and poor in favour of poor whereas there is no significant difference between good and fair. The last finding obtained as a result of Tukey test related to Metacognitive strategies in that a significant difference was found between good and poor in favour of good whereas there was no significant difference between good and fair, and fair and poor. In terms of self-efficacy, the emerging picture is that the students with high proficiency reported using Cognitive, Compensation and Metacognitive strategies more frequently than less proficient students.
Discussion
The results of this study reveals that Çanakkale Onsekiz Mart University students' language learning strategy use, as measured by the SILL, ranges from high (3.97) to medium (3.19), with Compensation strategies employed more frequently (3.97). Compensation strategies involve filling any gaps in the knowledge of language through guessing, using gestures, repeating and taking notes. Affective strategies which ranked the lowest (3.19) are strategies used for handling feelings, attitudes and motivations. However, the overwhelming majority of the participants were reluctant to use Affective strategies, e.g. they did not encourage themselves to store and retrieve information when they had to cope with a demanding task throughout their ELT education. As previous research indicates, the high use of Compensation strategies among Turkish students is similar to that observed among Chinese students (Chang, 1991) but inconsistent with the most of the relevant studies which favoured Metacognitive strategies as containing the highest use of the overall strategies (Magogwe and Oliver, 2007; Shmais, 2003; Oxford, 1990; Sheorey, 1998) .
As might be expected, the findings obtained from this study are consistent with the general results of previous language learning strategy studies (Green and Oxford, 1995; O'Malley and Chamot, 1990; Magogwe and Oliver, 2007) and at the same time provide new insights into strategy use, in this case in the Turkish context. Like previous research, thus, this study found that language learning strategies were widely used among more proficient learners than less proficient learners. However, the results of the current research showed some differences regarding Turkish students' preferences for the frequency of usage of learning strategies.
The researcher believes that students' use of particular strategies could be attributed to culture and educational context in Turkey where students are supplied very restricted opportunities to use functional practice strategies especially in large classes. It is apparent that particular strategies may be culturally of more value to the students, and therefore preferred, or it may be that the educational experience of Turkish students leads them to prefer some strategies (e.g., Compensation and partly Metacognitive strategies) over others.
Conclusion and Recommendation
The most significant conclusion that can be drawn from the findings of the study is the need to stimulate the use of the less frequent strategies by the learners. The less frequent strategies in this study (Affective, Memory and Social) can contribute to the success of a program of classroom strategy instruction.
It is worth mentioning that the current survey study yielded substantial results concerning some differences between male and female learners, proficient learners and less proficient learners' strategy use. The findings on strategy use involving successful learners may be assessed as part of strategy training, which would in turn lead the less proficient learners to benefit from the effective strategies employed by the good learners to develop their EFL proficiency.
With respect to English language learning in Turkey where English is sine qua non but remains still problematic for the majority of students, these results may be used for future pedagogical purposes. In doing so, for example, strategies can be incorporated into the curriculum and the students can be explicitly taught how to make use of the strategies for meeting their individual language needs.
